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Prefatory  Notes. 


1.  The  Report  of  the  Corresponding  Secretary  reviews  an  impor¬ 
tant  social  and  political  movement  for  the  past  fifteen  years,  and  will 
repay  careful  reading.  It  is  also  re-printed  in  separate  form  for  wider 
circulation. 

2.  Reports  of  years  since  1890,  and  a  few  only  of  our  special 
issues,  can  be  sent  freely  to  applicants. 

3.  The  Report  of  the  Hon.  Carroll  D.  Wright,  LL.D.,  Com¬ 
missioner  of  Labor,  on  Marriage  and  Divorce  in  the  United  States  and 
Europe,  can  be  had  on  application  addressed  to  the  Department  of 
Labor,  Washington,  D.  C. 

4.  The  League  is  the  only  society  in  the  country  immediately  de¬ 
voted  to  the  Family.  Its  comprehensive  and  successful  work,  there¬ 
fore,  claims,  even  amid  other  urgent  calls  for  money,  a  small  place,  at 
least,  in  your  charities.  It  needs  double  its  present  income.  Our  sup¬ 
port  necessarily  comes  from  those  who  can  appreciate  thorough  funda¬ 
mental  work.  Contributions  sent  early  in  the  year,  or  en¬ 
couragement  GIVEN  FOR  DONATIONS  LATER,  HAVE  SPECIAL  VALUE. 

5.  Associate  Annual  Membership  is  invited.  This  is  freely 
granted  to  all  proper  persons,  both  ladies  and  gentlemen,  on  payment 
of  five  dollars  for  the  year.  Such  persons  vote  in  our  meetings,  and 
receive  all  our  publications.  If  you  cannot  be  a  larger  contributor ,  will 
you  not  send  your  request  for  associate  membership ,  with  the  fee ,  and  thus 
share  in  this  important  work  ? 

6.  The  Treasurer,  Mr.  William  G.  Benedict,  610  Atlantic  Ave¬ 
nue,  Boston,  will  gratefully  acknowledge  all  contributions  sent  to  him. 

7.  Correspondence  relating  to  the  work  of  the  League  should  be 
addressed  to  the  Corresponding  Secretary,  Rev.  Samuel  W.  Dike, 
LL.D.,  Auburndale,  Mass.  Contributions  may  also  be  sent  di¬ 
rectly  to  him. 


Minutes  of  Annual  Meeting. 


The  sixteenth  annual  meeting  of  the  National  Divorce  Reform 
League,  duly  called,  was  held  at  the  Diocesan  House,  Boston,  Jan. 
21,  1896,  at  3  p.m.  The  meeting  was  called  to  order  by  the  Pres¬ 
ident,  Rt.  Rev.  William  Lawrence,  D.D.,  LL.D.  Prayer  was  offered 
by  Bishop  Lawrence.  Minutes  were  read  by  the  Recording  Secretary 
and  approved.  It  wTas  voted  that  Mr.  J.  G.  Thorpe,  of  Cambridge ; 
Rev.  Edward  C.  Moore,  D.D.,  of  Providence,  R.  I. ;  President  W.  J. 
Tucker,  D.D.,  LL.D.,  of  Dartmouth  College;  Mr.  Charles  W. 
Birtwell,  of  Boston,  and  Prof.  George  G.  Wilson,  Ph.D.,  of  Brown 
University,  be  elected  members  of  the  League  on  their  acceptance  of 
membership.  Dr.  Daniel  Merriman  and  Dr.  Alvah  Hovey  were  made 
a  committee  to  nominate  officers  for  the  ensuing  year. 

The  report  of  the  Treasurer,  Mr.  William  G.  Benedict,  was  read 
and  accepted,  and  referred  to  Mr.  Frank  Gaylord  Cook,  as  auditor. 
The  Nominating  Committee  reported,  through  Dr.  Daniel  Merriman, 
the  following  officers  :  — 

President ,  Rt.  Rev.  William  Lawrence,  D.D.,  LL.D. 

Vice-Presidents ,  Hon.  Nathaniel  Shipman,  LL.D.,  Hon.  Seth  Low, 
LL.D.,  Prof.  George  Harris,  D.D. 

Corresponding  Secretary ,  Samuel  W.  Dike,  LL.D. 

Recording  Secretary ,  Rev.  C.  H.  Spalding. 

Treasurer ,  Mr.  William  G.  Benedict. 

Executive  Committee ,  Prof.  George  Harris,  D.D. ;  President  M.  H. 
Buckham,  D.D. ;  Hon.  Simeon  E.  Baldwin,  LL.D.;  Prof.  Francis 
G.  Peabody,  D.D.;  Prof.  W.  E.  Huntington,  Ph.D. ;  Rev.  James  De 
Normandie;  Prof.  G.  D.  B.  Pepper,  D.D.;  Rev.  Daniel  Merriman, 
D.D. ;  Hon.  Charles  C.  Burr;  Mr.  Everett  O.  Fisk;  Frank  Gay¬ 
lord  Cook,  Esq. ;  Samuel  W.  Dike,  LL.D. 

These  officers  were  duly  elected.  The  Report  of  the  Correspond¬ 
ing  Secretary,  Dr.  S.  W.  Dike,  was  read  and  adopted  and  ordered 
printed,  with  such  modifications  as  the  author  may  deem  necessary. 
Minutes  read  and  approved. 

C.  H.  Spalding,  Recording  Secretary . 


Report  of  Corresponding  Secretary. 


This  Society  was  organized  as  the  New  England  Divorce  Reform 
League,  Jan.  24,  1881.  Its  organization  was  first  suggested  by  Rev. 
George  A.  Jackson,  of  Swampscott,  Mass.,  and  had  for  its  immediate 
object  the  bringing  together  of  committees  and  others  who  had  been 
working  a  few  months  for  reform  in  Divorce  legislation  in  Massachu¬ 
setts,  and  in  Connecticut  and  Vermont  since  1878,  with  more  or  less 
aid  in  New  Hampshire  and  elsewhere.  Its  occasion  was  the  delivery 
of  a  lecture  that  day  by  its  present  Secretary  in  the  course  of  the  Bos¬ 
ton  Monday  Lectureship  on  “Facts  as  to  Divorce  in  New  England.” 
Ex-President  Woolsey  of  Yale  was  the  first  President.  He  has  been 
succeeded  by  the  late  Bishop  Paddock  of  Massachusetts,  Professor 
Hovey,  and  Bishop  Lawrence.  Judge  Nathaniel  Shipman  and  Presi¬ 
dent  Low  are  its  Vice-Presidents.  It  has  had  but  one  Treasurer,  Mr. 
Wm.  G.  Benedict,  610  Atlantic  Avenue,  Boston,  and  one  Corres¬ 
ponding  Secretary,  Rev.  Samuel  W.  Dike,  LL.D.,  now  of  Auburn- 
dale,  Mass.,  who  had  been  writing  on  Divorce  since  1878.  It  became 
the  National  Divorce  Reform  League  in  1885,  and  then  amended  the 
original  statement  of  its  object,  which  formerly  referred  to  Divorce 
alone,  so  that  it  now  reads  :  “  Its  object  shall  be  to  promote  an  im¬ 

provement  in  public  sentiment  and  legislation  in  the  institution  of  the 
Family,  especially  as  affected  by  existing  evils  relating  to  Marriage  and 
Divorce.”  The  old  name,  however,  was  retained  for  necessary  rea¬ 
sons.  It  was  legally  incorporated  in  1887. 

THE  CONDITION  OF  THINGS  IN  1 88 1. 

To  understand  the  novelty  of  the  enterprise  and  its  difficulties  we 
must  forget  much  that  has  become  familiar  within  the  last  fifteen 
years.  Save  one  on  traditional  lines,  there  was  not  then,  so  far  as  I 
can  learn,  a  book  on  the  Family  in  the  English  language.  The  law 
books  here  and  in  England,  even  Woolsey’s  u  Divorce  and  Divorce 
Legislation,”  almost  literally  made  no  mention  of  the  Family.  Marriage, 
Divorce,  Polygamy,  Chastity,  were  treated  in  isolation  from  the  Fam¬ 
ily  and  generally  from  each  other.  The  American  books  on  Ethics 
were  scarcely  better.  Prophetic  minds  like  Bushnell  and  Mulford 
here,  and  Maurice  in  England,  had  pointed  to  the  Family,  but  most 
writers  had  hardly  spoken  of  it.  President  Woolsey,  at  Yale,  had 
formerly  given  some  lectures  on  the  subject,  but  nothing,  so  far  as  I 
can  discover,  had  been  done  on  it  or  in  sociology  distinctively  in  any 
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other  educational  institution  in  the  country.  If  there  had  been,  it  did 
not  reach  the  public.  Indeed,  the  word  u  sociology  ”  was  scarcely 
heard  except  in  connection  with  the  writings  of  Herbert  Spencer.  Sir 
Henry  S.  Maine,  Tylor,  and  Morgan  were  beginning  to  be  read,  but 
their  significance  on  the  Family  as  a  modern  problem  was  little  recog¬ 
nized.  Property  had  been  treated  as  a  social  question  of  importance, 
but  its  close  historical  and  practical  relations  to  the  Family  had  little 
attention. 

For  a  generation  the  Church,  too,  had  been  giving  less  and  less 
thought  to  the  Family.  A  decline  of  instruction  within  the  Home 
and  about  its  obligations  had  gone  on  with  a  larger  use  of  other 
ways  of  reaching  its  inmates.  The  Sunday  school  was  the  first  of  a 
series  of  modern  ecclesiastical  devices  of  a  congregational  type  cul¬ 
minating  in  the  remarkable  Young  People’s  Society  of  Christian  En¬ 
deavor.  These  were  all  highly  useful,  but  all  of  them  were  intent  on 
the  use  of  some  larger  collective  organization  than  the  primary  one  of 
the  Family.  This  same  tendency  to  dependence  on  the  congrega¬ 
tional  form  of  association  was  dominant  almost  everywhere.  The 
school,  the  reformatory,  the  great  almshouse  strangely  miscalled  a 
“  Home,”  a  society  with  its  inevitable  hall  and  public  meetings,  had 
become  in  the  popular  mind  the  only  or  best  remedy  for  the  vari¬ 
ous  ills  of  the  individual.  These  and  legislation  were  everywhere 
invoked:  u  For  the  Home,”  with  little  thought  of  the  resources  of 
the  Home  itself,  was  the  practical  and  often  the  formal  cry  of  the 
reformer.  And  with  it  all  there  have  gone  on  great  industrial  changes. 
Under  these,  collective  forms  of  capital  and  labor  were  making  us 
familiar  with  the  treatment  of  people  as  so  many  individuals  capable 
of  being  worked  most  profitably  in  assembled  masses. 

A  NEW  POINT  OF  VIEW. 

The  lecture  of  the  day  of  the  organization  of  the  League,  on  the 
subject  assigned,  u  Facts  as  to  Divorce  in  New  England,”  took  a  new 
point  of  view.  After  bringing  together  some  statistics  regarding  the 
increase  of  Divorces  in  New  England,  with  a  few  figures  about  Euro¬ 
pean  countries,  it  pointed  to  the  apparently  coincident  increase  of  sev¬ 
eral  domestic  evils  and  to  the  evident  trend  of  our  Western  civilization 
towards  the  disintegration  of  the  Family.  Its  main  conclusion  was 
stated  to  be  as  follows  :  u  A  thorough  examination  of  the  nature,  the 
rights,  and  the  place  of  the  Family  in  civil  society  is  the  duty  of  the 
hour.”  *  The  statistical  and  historical  presentation  of  that  lecture 
now  seems  to  the  writer  to  be  very  crude,  and  he  would  change  the 
phraseology  of  the  conclusion  quoted.  But  this  inter-relation  of  sev- 


*“  Christ  and  Modern  Thought,”  Boston  Monday  Lectures,  1880-1881; 
Roberts  Brothers,  Boston,  pages  199-228. 
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eral  subjects  hitherto  scarcely  connected,  their  essential  unity  in  one 
problem  of  the  Family,  and  the  connection  of  this  with  the  whole 
social  movement,  presented  the  Divorce  question,  which  had  called 
together  those  interested  in  forming  a  League,  as  well  as  other  sub¬ 
jects,  in  a  new  aspect. 

THE  LIMITATIONS  OF  THE  LEAGUE. 

The  force  of  this  main  position  of  the  lecture  of  the  day  was  felt 
at  the  meeting  for  organization.  But  our  co-operating  members,  es¬ 
pecially  in  Connecticut,  were  already  united  in  a  committee  of  Protes¬ 
tants  and  Catholics  with  authority  only  to  deal  with  Divorce  legisla¬ 
tion.  And  most  of  the  others  had  not  gone  much  beyond  that  subject 
in  their  own  plans  and  study.  Doubtless  the  Family  seemed  too  gen¬ 
eral  a  title  for  specific  work.  A  Divorce  Reform  League  was, 
therefore,  unanimously  recommended  as  the  most  practicable  step  at 
that  time,  and  an  organization  was  made.  But  the  propriety  of  the 
broader  work  even  under  this  name  was  conceded.  In  three  or  four 
years  the  needs  and  interest  had  grown  so  that  the  League  was  made 
national.  The  narrower  word  “  Divorce  ”  was  retained  partly  for  the 
want  of  a  better  one  that  would  not  popularly  confound  the  League 
with  some  of  the  many  societies  that  have  made  use  of  the  word 
“  Home;  ”  but  the  revised  constitution  of  1885  put  the  Family  to  the 
front  in  the  statement  of  its  object,  which  an  intelligent  public  is  com¬ 
ing  to  understand  fairly  well. 

ITS  CATHOLICITY  AND  DISTINCTIVE  WORK. 

Catholic  from  the  first,  the  League  has  always  held  to  the  principle. 
It  imposes  upon  its  members  no  conditions  of  religious  opinion,  of 
sex,  or  of  theory  regarding  Marriage  or  Divorce.  It  only  asks  that 
they  agree  in  seeking  an  improvement  in  public  sentiment  and  legisla¬ 
tion  upon  its  subjects.  It  has  never  had  the  slightest  internal  dissen¬ 
sion.  As  said  before  in  its  Reports,  w  The  League  has  a  distinct 
object  which  it  steadily  pursues.  It  is  not  at  all  a  society  for  doing 
great  things  by  itself — things  which  cost  large  sums  of  money,  with 
many  workers  in  the  field,  extensive  publications,  and  large  mass- 
meetings.  It  carefully  avoids  all  work  that  can  be  done  more  prop¬ 
erly  by  regular  societies  and  agencies.  It  has  never  had  a  formulated 
set  of  proposed  laws  or  a  doctrine  of  the  Family  to  propound.  To 
all  inquiries  for  a  ready-made  code  or  theory  of  Domestic  Law  —  and 
they  have  not  been  infrequent  —  our  reply  has  always  been  that  we 
have  nothing  of  the  sort  to  furnish  applicants  for  adoption  either  by 
the  States  or  the  Nation.  Nor  have  we  any  resolutions  to  pass  or 
opinions  to  proclaim  on  the  host  of  good  objects  in  which  the  officers 
and  members  of  the  League  may  be  personally  interested.  And  what 
is  true  of  the  specific  subjects  of  Marriage  and  Divorce  is  also  our 
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position  regarding  all  the  other  parts  of  the  great  problem  of  the 
Family.  The  League  has  already  recognized  the  truth  that  the 
branches  and  relations  of  this  subject  are  as  infinite  as  those  of  Human 
Society  itself ;  but  for  this  very  reason  it  has  concentrated  its  work  in 
order  that  it  may  touch  other  things  through  its  efforts  all  the  more 
effectively.  It  is  mainly  an  incentive  to  other  institutions  and  forces, 
that  their  own  work  for  the  Home  and  through  it  may  be  done  more 
perfectly.  It  may  be  said  that  we  aim  to  bring  things  about  rather  than 
do  them  ourselves.  It  is  careful  not  to  assume  work  that  properly 
belongs  to  the  Church,  the  School,  the  Legislature,  or  the  Publishing 
and  Benevolent  Society ;  but  it  points  out  work  to  them  and  sug¬ 
gests  lines  or  methods  of  work,  though  often  getting  less  credit  for  the 
results  than  it  otherwise  would.” 

METHODS. 

The  summary  of  work  given  later  will  best  show  the  methods  of 
the  League.  But  it  may  be  said  here  that  they  have  aimed  to  be  sci¬ 
entific  in  the  best  sense  of  the  word.  Careful  statistics  from  official 
authority  and  by  government  itself  when  practicable,  comparative  and 
historical  study  in  use  of  the  sociological  method,  by  ourselves  and 
especially  by  enlisting  disinterested  scholars  in  institutions  of  learning, 
with  caution  in  appeal  to  sentiment  and  inexperience,  have  controlled 
us.  High  authority  has  recognized  the  League  as  having  led  the  way 
in  this  use  of  the  scientific  method  in  social  reform.  Correspondence 
naturally  has  an  important  part  in  such  a  work.  This  has  been  wide, 
and  often  the  most  important  results  have  followed.  In  this  way,  and 
by  personal  interviews,  we  have  kept  in  touch  with  the  social  move¬ 
ment  of  the  period  as  it  affects  our  work  and  subjects. 

RESOURCES. 

It  was  not  until  late  in  1882  that  the  Secretary  began  to  give  all 
his  time  to  the  duties  of  the  office,  for  funds  were  scanty.  The  So¬ 
ciety  has  never  had  $3,000  to  use  in  any  single  year.  Until  1889  the 
nominal  salary  was  $1,500.  But  in  three  of  those  early  years,  he  was 
actually  paid  at  his  own  request  only  $1,050,  $900,  and  $1,200  respec¬ 
tively.  Later,  the  full  $1,500  was  exacted,  but  on  Jan.  1,  1887, 
the  salary  was  in  arrears  to  the  extent  of  $1,204.66.  This  was  then 
paid  up  in  two  years,  and  the  salary  in  1889  was  increased  to  $2,000. 
The  debt  reached  its  highest  point  since  those  early  years  in  1894, 
when  it  was  $403.34.  The  general  expenses  outside  the  salary  have 
been  from  $350  to  $650  annually.  This  year  the  debt  is  $356.17. 
In  these  conditions  adequate  clerical  aid  and  printing  and  extended  ser¬ 
vice  involving  much  expense  were  impracticable. 

But  the  generous  devotion  of  many  officers,  members,  and  other 
contributors,  often  at  great  pecuniary  sacrifice,  their  constancy  and 
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faith,  and  their  consideration  of  the  limitations  and  inexperience  of 
their  Corresponding  Secretary  have  been  very  greatly  appreciated  by 

him. 

Various  attempts  have  been  made  to  relieve  the  Secretary  of  the 
work  of  making  the  collections,  but  with  no  great  success.  The  very 
economy  of  our  methods  in  leaving  to  other  societies  and  churches 
work  which  we  might  have  done,  and  thus  having  a  single  salaried  offi¬ 
cer,  has  worked  to  our  disadvantage  primarily,  though  increasing  the 
value  of  our  work  beyond  its  own  immediate  results.  Still  more,  the 
nature  and  methods  of  our  work  do  not  appeal  strongly  to  those  peo¬ 
ple  who  confine  themselves  closely  to  denominational  lines,  or  who 
respond  most  readily  to  stirring  popular  addresses. 

INVESTIGATION.  x 

The  first  article  your  Secretary  ever  wrote  on  Divorce,  early  in 
1878,  was  accompanied  by  a  table  giving  the  official  statistics  of  his 
own  State.  It  was  this  appeal  to  facts  that  arrested  attention.  Dr. 
Woolsey  had  in  1866  and  1869  collected  and  published  the  few  sta¬ 
tistics  then  available.  This  method  has  been  adopted  by  the  League. 
Massachusetts  was  early  led  to  provide  Divorce  statistics,  and  several 
other  States  have  followed  or  required  those  relating  to  Marriages, 
Divorces,  and  Births.  Soon  after  our  organization,  a  demand  for  uni¬ 
form  Divorce  laws  arose  and  became  wide-spread,  growing  later  into 
a  call  for  uniform  Marriage  laws  also.  In  nearly  all  cases,  the  amend¬ 
ment  of  the  Constitution  of  the  United  States  giving  Congress  juris¬ 
diction  over  these  subjects  was  the  favorite  way  to  meet  the  need. 
Our  first  President,  Dr.  Woolsey,  was  the  first  to  suggest,  in  1881, 
co-operative  legislation  by  the  States  as  the  most  practical  plan.  Gov¬ 
ernor  Robinson,  of  Massachusetts,  did  the  same  officially  in  1884. 
The  Secretary  of  the  League,  from  study  of  the  conditions  and  such 
figures  as  he  could  get,  early  became  convinced  that  the  evils  from 
conflicting  laws  had  been  greatly  overestimated, —  not,  however,  so 
much  absolutely  as  relatively  to  the  whole  number  of  Divorces,  —  and 
besides,  he  felt  that  there  were  many  other  considerations  entering  into 
the  problem  that  needed  more  attention.  On  some  of  the  most  im¬ 
portant  points  everybody  was  necessarily  in  the  dark,  while  the  wild¬ 
est  guesses  were  current. 

THE  OFFICIAL  INVESTIGATION. 

The  Secretary  of  the  League,  therefore,  in  December,  1883,  pro¬ 
posed,  and,  with  the  hearty  support  of  the  officers  and  many  others, 
took  steps  to  secure  an  official  report  on  the  whole  subject.  Messrs. 
Edmunds,  Garland,  and  Poland,  with  others  then  in  Congress,  heartily 
welcomed  the  proposal,  and  it  was  pressed  each  year,  always  suc¬ 
cessfully  in  the  Senate,  until  its  final  adoption  in  1887.  The  steps 
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taken,  including  the  request  of  the  Department  of  Labor  for  the  aid 
of  your  Secretary  in  the  plan  of  the  work,  and  his  superintendence  of 
the  Appendix  relating  to  Europe,  are  matters  of  official  record  in  the 
Government  Report.  Other  details  of  the  long  task  appear  in  our  own 
Reports.  This  volume  of  1,074  pages  on  Marriage  and  Divorce  in 
the  United  States  and  Europe  immediately  became  the  standard  work 
for  all  Europe  and  the  United  States  for  the  statistics  of  the  subject, 
and  on  the  laws,  so  far  as  it  dealt  with  these.  It  furnished  invaluable 
information,  and  greatly  changed  popular  opinion  on  some  vital  points. 

FURTHER  INVESTIGATION. 

The  need  of  supplementing  the  work  already  done  with  further  in¬ 
vestigation  has  been  kept  in  mind,  and  we  expect  official  work  will 
be  carried  much  farther  hereafter.  Meanwhile  other  countries  have 
greatly  advanced  thei,r  statistical  inquiries  in  these  subjects,  either  in¬ 
dependently  of  our  work  or  in  consequence  of  it.  This  has  been 
done  in  Canada,  Australia,  New  Zealand,  and  Japan,  as  well  as  in 
most  European  countries,  with  results  of  the  highest  value  to  the  leg¬ 
islator  and  student  of  social  problems,  and  through  them  to  the  wel¬ 
fare  of  society.  The  Secretary  has  also  contributed  papers  on  Divorce 
statistics  to  the  International  Statistical  Institute  and  the  American 
Statistical  Association,  and  to  the  statistics  of  religious  conditions,  ille¬ 
gitimacy,  unchastity,  intemperance,  crime,  poverty,  and  industry,  either 
originally  or  in  co-operation  with  others,  bringing  out  much  informa¬ 
tion  of  practical  value  bearing  directly  upon  the  Family,  as  well  as 
their  specific  subjects.  He  laid  before  the  State  Department  in  1883 
the  need  of  inquiring  into  the  morality  of  immigrants.  The  Depart¬ 
ment  approved  the  object,  and  under  another  administration  some 
work  was  done,  but  less  than  could  be  desired.  The  limitations  of 
the  statistical  method,  however,  in  all  such  studies  are  not  forgotten, 
and  the  rule  of  proportion  in  work  of  this  kind  is  therefore  regarded. 

LEGISLATION. 

Our  policy  has  left  the  work  of  proposing  and  advocating  public 
legislative  measures  to  those  to  whom  it  immediately  belongs.  We 
have  pointed  out  needs,  urged  action,  given  information,  and  made  sug¬ 
gestions  to  the  local  friends  of  Reform,  to  governors  and  legislators. 
We  have  recommended  giving  attention  to  such  of  the  more  serious 
abuses  in  Family  law  as  are  most  apparent  and  can  be  most  success¬ 
fully  attacked,  but  have  always  discouraged  hasty  or  purely  experi¬ 
mental  legislation.  We  have  sometimes  addressed  legislative  commit¬ 
tees,  and  been  in  frequent  correspondence  with  the  friends  of  Reform 
in  Congress  and  in  State  Legislatures,  but  left  the  responsibility  for 
specific  measures  where  it  belonged.  This  method  has  worked  well. 
We  have  gained  the  public  confidence,  and  our  information  and  sug- 
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gestions  are  always  welcome  and  increasingly  sought  and  valued.  A 
wider  interest  and  healthier  legislation  have  probably  followed. 

THE  IMPROVEMENTS  IN  STATE  LAWS. 

Our  records  do  not  give  with  any  completeness  the  legislation  of 
earlier  years  for  the  country  ;  but  for  the  last  four  years  we  have 
records  of  the  legislation  upon  Marriage,  Divorce,  and  their  incidental 
relations  in  twenty-four  States  of  the  Union,  to  which  we  must  of 
course  add  several  for  earlier  years.  Some  of  these  acts  make  only 
slight  changes  for  the  better,  but  others  are  considerable.  In  many  of 
the  States  several  improvements  have  been  made.  In  at  least  nine 
cases  out  of  ten  in  the  last  dozen  years  the  change  is  always  in  the 
interest  of  improvement. 

In  two  or  more  States  each  the  following  examples  of  improvement 
are  given  :  the  old  u  omnibus  clause,”  granting  Divorce  on  any  ground 
the  court  might  allow,  has  been  repealed  ;  the  term  of  residence  be¬ 
fore  a  suit  for  Divorce  can  be  entered  has  been  increased  from  six 
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months  to  a  year;  the  rule  that  a  petition  must  go  on  file  four  or  six 
months  before  it  is  heard ;  the  interposition  of  a  period  between  the 
granting  of  the  Divorce  and  its  legal  effect  in  permission  for  re-mar¬ 
riage  ;  the  stricter  definition  of  domicile ;  the  refusal  to  entertain  suits 
for  non-residents  except  in  carefully  defined  cases ;  the  making  of  the 
advertisement  of  the  Divorce  business  a  misdemeanor;  and  provisions 
for  personal  service  of  libels.  Sometimes  one  of  these  slight  changes 
removes  nearly  all  the  illegitimate  applications  from  other  States. 

Marriage  laws  now  tend  to  raise  the  legal  age  of  Marriage  of  both 
sexes  ;  to  provide  for  better  systems  of  license  and  the  return  of  cer¬ 
tificates ;  for  the  better  celebration  of  Marriage,  and  for  the  stricter 
definition  of  the  prohibited  degrees  of  relationship. 

Along  with  these  in  very  recent  years  has  gone  considerable  legis¬ 
lation  for  the  protection  of  the  chastity  of  women  and  the  young.  In 
one  year  no  less  than  nineteen  different  States  enacted  laws  on  this 
subject,  directed  mainly  to  the  raising  of  the  age  of  consent  and  the 
restriction  of  disreputable  houses.  Other  societies  have  done  much 
more  than  ours  for  this  latter  object.  A  noticeable  feature  of  all  this 
legislation  on  the  Family  has  been  the  marked  increase  of  it  in  the 
Western  States,  and  the  fact  that  backward  steps  are  rarely  taken. 

LEGISLATION  OF  1 895. 

Alabama,  Arkansas,  and  Vermont  relieved  married  women  of  cer¬ 
tain  disabilities  in  regard  to  property  and  guardianship.  Arkansas 
repeals  the  law  allowing  Divorce  for  insanity,  but  Idaho  adopts  it  under 
very  strict  conditions.  California  defines  Marriage  by  statute,  makes 
formal  celebration  of  it  obligatory,  and  will  no  longer  recognize  a  mere 
assumption  of  marital  rights  without  it.  License,  as  well  as  solemni- 
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zation,  also  authentication  and  record,  are  added  to  the  requirements. 
Indiana  protects  women  from  fraudulent  Marriage  in  cases  of  bastardy. 
Kentucky  has  a  new  statute  requiring  that  in  a  failure  of  the  defendant 
in  a  Divorce  suit  to  appear,  the  facts  alleged  and  the  residence  of  the 
parties  must  be  absolutely  proven.  Minnesota  reduces  the  period  of 
desertion,  before  Divorce  from  it  may  be  granted,  from  three  years  to 
one.  Massachusetts  legalizes  a  certain  class  of  Marriages  if  con¬ 
tracted  in  good  faith.  Michigan  enacts  the  law  of  domicile  recom¬ 
mended  by  the  Commissioners  on  Uniform  Legislation.  The  written 
consent  of  one  of  the  parents  or  a  guardian  is  now  required  before  a 
license  for  Marriage  can  be  issued  to  a  girl  under  eighteen  years  of 
age.  Nevada  makes  criminal  the  circulation  of  certain  criminal  re¬ 
ports  derogatory  to  women.  New  York  amends  her  penal  code  for 
the  protection  of  girls  under  eighteen  years  of  age ;  forbids  the  annul¬ 
ment  of  certain  Marriages ;  and  provides  for  the  legitimacy,  custody, 
education,  and  maintenance  of  the  children  and  for  the  support  of  the 
wife  in  cases  of  Divorce.  Oklahoma  legalizes  all  Divorces  hitherto 
granted  by  its  Probate  Courts.  We  have  called  the  attention  of  Con¬ 
gress  to  the  need  of  increasing  the  term  of  residence  before  Divorce  in 
this  Territory  can  be  granted.  North  Carolina  now  grants  Divorce  only 
after  two  years’  abandonment,  with  re-marriage  to  the  innocent  party 
only,  instead  of  any  indefinite  period  of  desertion,  as  formerly.  Pennsyl¬ 
vania  frees  its  Marriage  License  law  from  some  practical  difficulties. 

Few  States  keep  statistics  of  Divorce,  and  most  of  the  legal  changes 
have  occurred  in  recent  years.  It  is,  therefore,  difficult  to  show  the 
effect  of  these  gains  in  figures,  and  we  do  not  have  them  for  the  entire 
country  since  1886,  the  last  year  covered  by  the  Official  Report.  But 
under  earlier  legislation  the  immediate  effect  of  legal  restrictions  in 
Maine,  Vermont,  Massachusetts,  and  Connecticut  was  distinctly  seen 
in  a  marked  decrease  of  Divorces,  notwithstanding  the  rise  of  the  rate 
everywhere  else.  It  is,  however,  clear  that  both  here  and  in  Europe, 
as  a  general  rule,  Divorce  increases  or  declines  with  the  movement  of 
law  regarding  it,  though  the  increase  of  Divorce  is  clearly  a  social 
movement.  It  is,  therefore,  impossible  to  put  results  under  it  into  ex¬ 
act  figures,  or  to  look  for  them  wholly  or  perhaps  chiefly  in  better 
legislation  for  the  abatement  of  its  evil. 

UNIFORM  LEGISLATION. 

Individual  opinions  on  this  subject  differed  among  our  members. 
The  League,  as  a  body,  for  many  reasons  has  never  committed  itself 
to  the  project  of  uniformity  through  amendment  of  the  Constitution  or 
the  United  States,  or  in  opposition  to  this  plan.  For  reasons  already 
given,  and  for  others,  personally,  I  deeply  distrusted  the  entire  project 
of  amendment.  But  the  only  effective  way  to  overcome  what  seemed 
a  hasty  and  superficial  public  opinion  was  to  get  the  facts  on  so  ex- 
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tensive  a  scale  and  in  so  thoroughly  a  scientific  way  that  they  would, 
if  possible,  decide  the  matter  one  wav  or  another.  Hence  the  begin¬ 
ning  in  1883  of  the  effort  to  secure  statistics. 

One  of  the  greatest  obstacles  encountered,  the  fear  of  many  mem¬ 
bers  of  Congress  that  State  rights  might  suffer  if  an  amendment  to  the 
Constitution  should  be  the  outcome  of  the  investigation,  was  counter¬ 
acted  by  our  position.  The  novelty  at  that  time  of  men  coming  to 
Congress  asking  only  for  a  thoroughly  scientific  investigation  of  a  so¬ 
cial  problem,  and  discarding,  as  we  had  quickly  learned  to  do,  the 
inferior  and  fallacious  popular  method  of  a  so-called  non-partisan  com¬ 
mission,  was  such  that  it  was  some  time  before  our  motives  were  un¬ 
derstood  and  appreciated.  Rut  this  course,  which  was  encouraged  and 
greatly  aided  by  the  organization  of  the  National  Bureau  of  Labor, 
now  an  independent  Department,  brought  success,  and  the  Report  was 
issued  in  1889.  That  document  clearly  showed  that  migration  for 
Divorce  could  not  possibly  cover  more  than  a  tenth  of  the  Divorces, 
and  that  these  might  be  even  a  less  part  of  the  whole  number.  Thus 
it  was  shown  that  the  lack  of  uniformity  of  law,  as  we  had  long  held, 
was  only  a  minor,  though  a  serious,  part  of  the  problem. 

UNIFORMITY  BY  STATE  CO-OPERATION. 

In  anticipation  of  this  result,  the  attention  of  the  American  Bar 
Association  was  previously  called  to  the  need  of  its  co-operation  in  a 
letter  to  its  President,  then  Judge  Baldwin  of  our  own  Executive  Com¬ 
mittee.  Almost  simultaneously  some  of  its  own  members  had  moved 
in  the  matter,  and  a  special  committee  was  appointed.  About  the  same 
time,  an  effort  of  Messrs.  Joseph  Blumenthall,  Albert  Henschel,  and 
W.  L.  Snyder,  for  a  State  Commission  to  co-operate  with  similar  com¬ 
missions  to  be  sought  in  other  States,  succeeded  in  New  York.  This 
was  done  independently  and  in  apparent  ignorance  of  the  other  move¬ 
ments.  The  Secretary  of  the  League  brought  these  parties  into  knowl¬ 
edge  of  each  other’s  existence  and  aims,  and  brought  them  together  in 
August,  1890.  In  September,  he  published  an  article  in  the  Arena , 
on  the  problem  of  u  Uniformity  in  Marriage  and  Divorce  Laws,”  which, 
with  Mr.  Snyder’s  discussion,*  seemed  convincing.  Later,  the  National 
Board  of  Trade  participated  in  the  movement,  for  the  scope  of  the 
commissions  included  some  subjects  of  a  commercial  nature. 

It  has  seemed  best  to  us  to  encourage  a  fair  trial  of  this  experiment 
of  uniformity  by  State  co-operation.  When  this  is  worked  out,  either 
to  complete  or  partial  success,  or  ends  in  failure,  as  the  case  may  be, 
then  if  it  is  thought  best,  constitutional  amendment  can  be  consid¬ 
ered  under  much  more  favorable  conditions.  So  far,  there  has  been 
an  almost  universal  approval  of  the  course  taken,  and  constitutional 

*  “The  Geography  of  Marriage,”  Putnam:  New  York. 
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amendment  is  at  present  rarely  advocated.  This  first  practical  attempt 
at  uniform  legislation  in  the  United  States  has  been  called  “the  most 
important  juristic  work  undertaken  since  the  adoption  of  the  Federal 
Constitution.” 


THE  STATE  COMMISSIONS. 

Twenty-eight  States  now  have  created  commissions  on  uniformity. 
Only  one  of  these,  Pennsylvania,  and  that  for  insufficient  local  reasons, 
has  failed  to  re-appoint  its  commissioners.  The  creation  of  the  com¬ 
missions  has  naturally  moved  slowly.  To  get  them  at  all,  no  salary 
or  pay  except  for  expenses  could  be  attached  to  the  office  ;  conse¬ 
quently,  the  most  competent  members  give  little  time  to  their  duties, 
and  inferior  men  sometimes  go  on  the  commissions.  Almost  invari¬ 
ably  the  members  are  lawyers.  This  makes  some  feel  the  need  of 
at  least  a  few  more  members  who  are  able  publicists  and  business  men, 
as  well  as  those  skilled  in  legal  practice  and  the  science  of  jurispru¬ 
dence.  Some  useful  recommendations  for  uniformity  in  Marriage  and 
Divorce  laws  have  been  made,  and  laid  before  the  Legislatures ;  but 
these  subjects  have  yet  received  less  attention  than  they  will  get  after 
the  conference  has  disposed  of  other  subjects.  The  project  of  a  share 
in  the  work  by  commissioners  appointed  by  Congress  is  strongly 
favored  by  some,  but  no  conclusion  has  yet  been  reached.  Uniformity 
through  codification,  as  advocated  by  Mr.  Leonard  A.  Jones,  Editor 
of  the  American  Law  Review ,  is  also  being  studied  by  interested  parties, 
and  has  the  favorable  support  of  some.  We  think  the  public,  and 
especially  students  of  political  science,  should  give  this  movement 
much  more  attention,  so  that  the  experiment  can  be  made  under  favor¬ 
able  conditions. 

INTERNATIONAL  UNIFORMITY. 

The  investigations  of  the  League  have  led  some  to  see  the  desira¬ 
bility  of  taking  its  international  relations  into  our  American  treatment 
of  the  problem  of  uniformity.  The  rapid  increase  of  foreign  residents 
in  most  countries  can  hardly  fail  to  create  a  demand  for  more  harmony 
in  the  laws  of  all  nations  touching  Family  interests.  That  method  of 
our  own  work  which  deals  with  the  problems  of  Marriage,  Divorce, 
and  other  relative  subjects  as  inseparable  parts  of  the  integral  problem 
of  the  Family,  and  this  in  turn  as  a  part  of  the  general  social  problem, 
has  made  me,  at  least,  anxious  that  our  work  on  uniformity,  and  our 
State  Legislation  also,  should  give  due  attention  to  the  international 
trend  of  law,  which  the  statistics  and  the  historical  study  of  legal  de¬ 
velopment  clearly  show  to  exist.  The  tendency  of  the  important 
foreign  legislation  of  the  last  twenty  years,  especially  in  Germany, 
Switzerland,  France,  Australia,  and  Japan,  is  towards  an  essentially 
common  system  of  Marriage  and  Divorce  law,  and  the  same  essential 
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features  characterize  British  and  most  American  law,  though  devel¬ 
oped  to  a  varying  degree. 

German  Marriage  law  and  the  proposed  Family  code  of  Japan  are 
probably  more  distinctly  than  the  others  based  on  the  conception  of 
Family  rather  than  Individual  law,  if  I  may  so  speak;  for  in  these 
countries  social  conditions  are  more  organic  through  force  of  historic 
circumstances,  and  consequently  less  individualistic.  u  Family  law,” 
for  example,  is  the  term  used  in  Germany.  In  the  United  States  the 
extreme  individualistic  tendency  of  society  and  law  for  the  last  hundred 
years  is  now  less  marked,  and  we  are  turning  towards  social  re-inte¬ 
gration.  The  Family  and  other  social  institutions  are  therefore  com¬ 
ing  into  clearer  vision.  The  relations  of  the  individual,  which  formerly 
here  and  now  still  in  older  countries  were  prominent,  are  now  assum¬ 
ing  prominence  again  as  compared  with  his  rights,  but  in  new  ways. 
Here  and  abroad  legal  science  is  taught  not  so  much,  as  in  former 
years,  as  the  science  of  rights  as  of  relations.  With  us,  the  move¬ 
ment  towards  Family  law  must  be  positive,  constructive,  from  the 
approach  of  traditionally  radical  and  individualistic  social  tendencies  \ 
but  in  Europe  and  Japan  the  approach  is  from  a  conservative  posi¬ 
tion.  But  the  tendency,  if  it  exists,  as  I  venture  to  think  it  does, 
should  be  studied  and  duly  respected.  We  hope  to  bring  the  subject 
of  international  uniformity  before  the  International  Bar  Association  at 
its  next  meeting,  if  its  own  members  have  not  anticipated  this  step. 
But  while  it  is  true  that  no  country  in  the  world  has  so  heterogeneous 
and  conflicting  laws  regarding  the  Family,  and  these  evils  are  much 
increased  by  our  easy  ways  of  administration,  something  deeper  than 
legal  reform  is  needed.  That  Divorces  are  increasing  more  than 
twice  as  fast  as  the  population,  in  the  United  States  from  9,937  in 
1867  to  25,535  in  1886;  that  similar  ratios  of  increase,  though  the 
volume  is  smaller,  are  found  in  most  leading  countries  of  Europe  ;  that 
race  or  religion  modify  but  do  not  stop  the  movement;  and  that 
among  us  the  surgery  of  the  courts  is  used  for  domestic  troubles 
rather  than  remedial  measures;  —  all  pointed  strongly  to  the  need  of 
wider  views  to  meet  the  deeper  need ;  for  it  disclosed  a  profound 
social  problem  that  needed  much  study. 

EDUCATIONAL  AIMS. 

For  these  larger  needs  and  broader  views  there  was  little  prepara¬ 
tion  among  the  people.  Even  the  clergy,  editors,  and  other  writers, 
legislators  and  leaders  in  business,  were,  with  slight  exceptions,  un¬ 
trained  and  uninformed  in  those  social  sciences  which,  outside  the  law, 
most  affected  the  problems  of  the  Family.  The  institutions  of  learn¬ 
ing  had,  as  we  have  seenj  done  almost  nothing.  There  was  little  pop¬ 
ular  literature  on  the  Family,  and  not  much  of  that  had  scientific 
value.  In  our  first  year,  I  think,  Professors  W.  J.  Tucker,  then  of 
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Andover  Seminary,  and  T.  W.  Dwight,  of  Columbia  Law  School, 
invited  the  Secretary  of  the  League  to  address  their  students.  The 
opportunity  for  such  services  elsewhere  was  apparent,  and  he  was 
soon  at  work  in  other  institutions.  A  paper  before  the  American 
Social  Science  Association  in  1 8 8 1  led  to  more  invitations.  Among 
these  was  the  first  of  the  visits  to  Johns  Hopkins  University,  where 
an  address  to  a  score  of  special  postgraduate  students  and  some  pro¬ 
fessors  reached  a  class  almost  every  member  of  which  is  now  a  well- 
known  professor  and  author,  whose  interest,  and  in  some  instances, 
important  work,  in  our  subjects  have  followed  ever  since.  The 
larger  majority  of  the  leading  educational  institutions  of  the  East,  and 
westward  towards  the  Mississippi,  have  been  visited  as  means  and  time 
permitted.  From  the  students  in  them,  and  those  reached  by  corres¬ 
pondence  since,  have  come  most  of  the  professors  and  other  teachers 
of  sociology,  the  Family,  and  the  social  sciences  that  are  now  found  in 
most  of  our  advanced  colleges,  universities,  and  theological  seminaries 
in  the  country.  Courses  on  the  Family  are  now  common,  and  some¬ 
thing  is  done  in  most  educational  centres  of  any  importance. 

OBJECT  OF  LECTURES. 

The  lectures  —  sometimes  only  one  in  an  institution,  but  often  two, 
three,  or  four,  and  sometimes  a  course  —  aimed  immediately  or  ulti¬ 
mately  at  awakening  an  interest  in  the  Family  or  in  sociology,  and  the 
relation  of  the  Family  to  its  study.  Statistics,  social  structure,  and  the 
religious,  political,  educational,  and  economic  relations  of  the  Family 
have  come  into  the  range  of  these  topics.  In  most  cases,  conferences 
and  correspondence  with  students,  and  also  professors,  followed  ;  and 
in  many  instances  these  mutually  helpful  acquaintances  have  continued 
ever  since. 

The  first  course  of  lectures  on  the  Family  in  this  country,  after  the 
early  work  of  President  Woolsey  at  Yale,  were  given  at  Andover  by 
the  Secretary.  The  first  sociological  notes  anywhere,  though  now  a 
feature  of  several  scientific  and  popular  journals,  were  undertaken  by 
him  in  the  Andover  Review ,  at  the  request  and  with  the  aid  of  Dr. 
Tucker.  Sociology,  as  a  subject  of  special  value  in  the  higher  educa¬ 
tion  of  women,  was  advocated  in  the  Atlantic  Monthly ,  and  introduced 
in  one  way  and  another  into  some  of  our  colleges  for  women.  Profes¬ 
sor  Giddings  and  others  have  also  done  much  for  a  long  time.  Some 
lectures  in  university  extension  have  been  given  on  the  Family  and 
sociology. 

SCIENTIFIC  ASSOCIATIONS  AND  PUBLICATIONS. 

The  Secretary  has  been  a  member  and  contributor  of  papers,  and 
generallv,  too,  of  other  work,  in  each  of  the  following  :  The  American 
Social  Science  Association,  The  American  Academy  of  Political  and 
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Social  Science,  The  American  Statistical  Association,  The  Sociolog¬ 
ical  Group,  the  Committee  of  Fifty  on  the  Drink  Problem,  as  well  as 
the  Evangelical  Alliance  and  the  American  Church  Congress.  In 
the  prosecution  of  this  work  his  articles  have  appeared  in  the  Prince¬ 
ton,  Andover ,  North  American ,  Homiletical ,  and  Contemporary  Reviews , 
and  the  Political  Science  Quarterly ;  in  the  Forum ,  Century ,  Arena ,  At¬ 
lantic,  and  Christian  Thought ;  and  in  the  proceedings  of  various  scien¬ 
tific  associations,  besides  many  newspapers.  These  articles  have  al¬ 
ways  had  in  them  the  purpose,  either  of  opening  some  original  vein  of 
our  work,  of  making  some  fresh  contribution  of  information  or  treat¬ 
ment,  or  of  giving  direction  to  public  sentiment  or  policy.  They  have 
been  accompanied  by  similar  contributions  from  others  of  our  mem¬ 
bers  ;  President  Buckham,  Dr.  Gladden,  Judge  Bennett,  Professor 
Willcox  of  Cornell,  Dr.  Daniel  Merriman,  Mr.  Frank  Gaylord  Cook, 
are  noteworthy  among  these.  Mr.  Gladstone,  Mr.  Bryce,  Sir  Alfred 
Stephen,  and  others  have  followed  the  discussions  with  interest,  and 
sometimes  with  articles  of  their  own.  A  valuable  literature  of  the 
Family  is  being  created. 

THE  FAMILY  IN  RELIGIOUS  WORK. 

It  has  not  been  within  the  duties  of  the  League  to  try  to  find  and 
set  forth  the  Biblical  doctrine  of  Marriage  and  Divorce,  or  settle  ques¬ 
tions  in  casuistry.  The  various  branches  of  the  Christian  Church 
have  been  free  to  work  out  their  own  conclusions  while  co-operating 
with  us.  Renewed  attention  has  been  given  in  the  circles  of  Biblical 
learning  to  the  scriptural  theory  of  the  Family,  especially  as  it  is  mod¬ 
ified  by  modern  exegetical  principles  and  sociological  studies. 

But  most  helpful  ecclesiastical  action  has  been  taken.  Most  of  the 
leading  Protestant  bodies,  in  their  National,  and  often  in  State  and 
clerical  associations  also,  have  officially  spoken  in  favor  of  Reform. 
The  Congregationalists  have  twice  made  elaborate  reports, —  first  on 
Marriage  and  Divorce,  and  then  on  the  Family,  and  a  careful  report 
was  made  in  1893,  on  t^le  Church  and  the  Home,  to  their  State  body 
in  Massachusetts.  The  encyclical  letter  of  the  head  of  the  Roman 
Catholic  Church  on  the  subject  has  given  Divorce  Reform  the  moral 
support  of  a  Church  that  has  done  much  to  keep  American  Family 
life  pure  and  strong. 

AN  UNDEVELOPED  RELIGIOUS  INSTITUTION. 

In  1884,  the  Secretary  began  to  publish  a  series  of  studies  in  the 
Andover  Review,  having  a  direct  bearing  upon  the  better  development 
of  the  Family  in  religious  work.  Four  articles,  entitled  u  The  Re¬ 
ligious  Problem  of  the  Country  Town  ”  —  the  beginning  of  a  general 
discussion  of  the  subject  by  several  writers,  in  various  places  ;  u  A  Sta¬ 
tistical  Study,”  by  Rev.  Henry  Fairbanks,  Ph.D.,  of  St.  Johnsbury,  of 


the  religious  condition  of  Vermont,  which  was  proposed  by  your 
Secretary  ;  a  new  classification  of  social  institutions,  since  widely  used 
by  him  in  his  lectures,  —  all  published  in  the  Andover  Review  and 
other  papers,  —  were  our  own  contributions  to  the  earlier  discussions. 
The  same  year,  Dr.  Tucker,  now  President  of  Dartmouth  College, 
began  to  treat  in  fresh  ways  the  problems  of  city  evangelization,  with 
the  remarkable  results  that  are  now  everywhere  apparent.  President 
Hyde  and  others  followed.  Then  came  special  work  by  men  in  coun¬ 
try  towns,  college  settlements,  and  in  cities. 

The  significance  to  us  now  of  these  studies  appears  in  the  attention 
that  was  thereby  directed  to  the  Home  as  a  neglected  factor  in  the  prob¬ 
lems  of  evangelization  in  city  and  country.  Especially  in  the  study  of 
the  country  town,  the  defect  of  religious  work  was  shown  both  by 
the  sociological  and  the  statistical  methods.  The  sociological  study  of 
the  problem  pointed  out  the  fact  that  while  country  social  life  was  ar¬ 
ranged  in  villages,  neighborhoods,  and  families,  the  Church  had  really 
done  its  work  in  the  village  chiefly,  with  some  use  of  the  neighborhood 
but  with  great  neglect  of  the  Home,  which  has  a  peculiar  value  in 
scattered  populations.  A  congregation  was  thus  made  to  do  nearly 
all  kinds  of  the  work,  while  the  Home  was  expected  to  contribute  its 
inmates  to  the  congregation  and  leave  them  to  what  they  could  get 
there.  Statistical  evidence  of  the  declining  influence  of  the  Church, 
as  distance  from  it  increased  and  other  circumstances  varied,  was  fur¬ 
nished  by  the  report  of  Professor  Fairbanks,  made  in  1886,  and  sum¬ 
marized  with  additional  inductions  by  myself  in  the  Andover  Review 
of  July  of  that  year. 

THE  HOME  DEPARTMENT  OF  THE  SUNDAY  SCHOOL. 

Early  in  1885,  an  attempt  was  made  at  a  practical  application  of 
this  principle  of  proportion,  in  the  distribution  of  social  effort  by  the  in¬ 
vention  of  the  Home  Department  of  the  Sunday  school.  The  aim  of 
this  device  is  to  engage  those  persons  who  are  apparently  unable  to 
attend  the  ordinary  Sunday  school,  in  Bible  study  in  their  own  homes 
in  organized  connection  with  the  regular  school.  As  usual,  after 
making  the  suggestion  —  in  this  case  to  the  Congregational  Sunday 
School  and  Publishing  Society,  Boston,  for  its  adoption  and  develop¬ 
ment —  and  helping  in  its  early  stages,  this  new  plan  has  been  left  to 
those  most  naturally  interested  in  its  development.  Soon  after  its  in¬ 
troduction,  the  earlier  Home  Class  system  of  Dr.  W.  A.  Duncan,  of 
Syracuse,  N.  Y.,  was  first  brought  to  our  notice.  At  a  later  period, 
one  or  two  features  of  his  plan  were  incorporated  with  our  own. 
Probably  Dr.  Duncan  has  done  more  to  extend  the  use  of  the  general 
system  than  any  one  else.  He  has  also  done  much,  with  others,  to 
improve  some  of  the  details  of  the  system.  Already  thousands  have 
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been  added  by  it  to  our  Sunday  schools,  and  it  promises  to  become  of 
great  importance  in  the  future  of  Church  work.* 

We  have  frequently  urged  the  need  of  further  development  of  the 
Home  Department,  and  cautioned  those  interested  against  overloading 
this  simple  plan  of  using  the  Home  with  needless  machinery,  —  a  peril 
to  which  the  merely  professional  Sunday-school  worker  is  peculiarly 
exposed.  And  beyond  this,  we  have  constantly  said  that  this  success¬ 
ful  invention  has  the  greatest  service  still  to  perform  in  directing  atten¬ 
tion  to  the  many  other  ways,  now  unsuspected,  in  which  the  Church 
may  make  more  of  the  Home.  No  other  of  the  great  social  institu¬ 
tions  probably  can  do  so  much  to  inspire  and  guide  Home  life  as  the 
Church.  There  has  been  a  great  increase  of  attention  given  to  the 
Home  in  sermons  and  pastoral  work  in  recent  years.  This  winter,  I 
know  of  one  scholarly  city  pastor  who  is  now  preaching  a  series  of 
sixteen  sermons  on  the  Family  to  his  Sunday  evening  congregations. 
But  the  field,  generally,  is  far  too  little  cultivated. 

THE  HOME  IN  EDUCATION. 

For  several  years  we  have  asked  attention  to  the  similar  undevel¬ 
oped  resources  of  the  Home  in  education ;  for  the  Public  School, 
from  its  social  construction,  has  the  same  tendency  as  the  Church  to 
a  relative  neglect  of  the  Home.  Our  papers,  addresses,  and  lectures 
frequently  call  attention  to  the  danger,  and  to  the  need  and  oppor¬ 
tunity  for  work  here.  The  Chautauqua  system  has  done  great  good 
in  this  field  ;  but  we  should  have  something  that  will  bring  out  —  first, 
in  the  more  intelligent  family,  and  later,  in  others  —  the  consciousness 
in  the  Home  of  its  own  share  in  the  educational  work  of  society,  and 
develop  its  latent  forces  and  bring  them  into  some  proper  co-ordination 
with  the  Church,  the  School,  the  Library,  and  the  Vocation,  as  the 
other  parts  of  the  great  educational  forces  of  life.  Some  suggestions 
on  this  point  have  received  warm  commendations  from  high  educa¬ 
tional  authority,  and  a  few  practical  school  men  are  now  looking  for 
the  closer  co-operation  of  the  Home  and  the  School. 

THE  HOME  AND  OTHER  SOCIAL  REFORMS. 

Naturally  the  relation  of  the  Home  to  intemperance  and  other 
vices,  to  poverty  and  crime,  follows.  I  have  thought  that  the  gen¬ 
eral  disposition  of  religious  guides,  of  the  friends  of  our  Common 
School,  and  of  philanthropists  of  every  sort  to  treat  the  Home  itself 
as  a  helpless  dependent  of  society,  whose  only  relief  from  its  troubles 

*  For  my  account  of  the  origin  of  the  Home  Department,  written  soon  after  its 
introduction,  see  an  article  in  the  Sunday  School  Times  of  June  13,  1885.  An¬ 
other  article,  July  28,  1894,  compares  the  Home  Department  plan  with  that  of 
the  Home  Classes,  showing  their  radically  different  principles  and  methods. 
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could  be  found  in  taking  its  natural  work  into  some  great  public  insti¬ 
tution,  where  its  members  would  be  treated  as  mere  individuals,  and 
then  sent  back  to  try  life  over  again,  nearly  the  most  dangerous,  as  it 
is  the  most  subtle,  of  all  our  domestic  perils.  So  we  have  in  these 
more  recent  years  called  attention,  in  our  work  and  Reports,  to  the 
need  of  developing  in  the  Home  that  principle  of  self-help  which  is 
now  seen  to  be  the  indispensable  condition  of  all  scientific  charity  and 
penology.  The  decreasing  use  of  the  great  institution  for  needy  chil¬ 
dren,  miscalled  a  Home,  and  the  placing  of  them  in  natural  Family 
life,  is  a  sign  of  progress.  Another  gain  is  the  common  refusal  now 
to  take  the  needy  child  out  of  its  natural  Home  until  every  reasonable 
effort  has  been  made  to  lift  that  Home  itself  up  to  its  own  duty  and 
-  privilege.  Both  for  rescue  and  prevention,  we  need  to  look  more  to 
the  Home.  Fortunately,  recent  advances  in  Psychology  and  Peda¬ 
gogy  will  aid  Sociology  in  directing  public  attention  to  the  resources 
of  Home  life.  The  higher  education  of  women  also  seems  to  be  pre¬ 
paring  the  way  for  a  vigorous  movement  in  this  direction.  The  pop¬ 
ular  subjects  of  history,  literature,  and  art  in  women’s  clubs  will  doubt¬ 
less  in  time  give  at  least  a  modest  place  to  the  practically  important 
and  highly  educational  studies  of  the  Home.  Already  Domestic  Sci¬ 
ence,  in  a  comprehensive  sense,  is  becoming  a  recognized  specialty  for 
educated  women. 


THE  HOME  IN  TEMPERANCE. 

I  have  lately  been  looking  into  the  relation  of  the  Home  to  the 
drink  habit,  more  especially  trying  to  find  what  provision  is  made  by 
temperance  and  other  societies  for  Home  training  in  temperance.  I 
find,  on  some  special  inquiry,  that  the  judgment  of  many  of  the  best 
minds  seems  to  be  tending  towards  the  opinion  that  the  Home  has  as 
much  to  do  with  the  drinking  habits  of  our  people  as  any  one  single 
institution.  While  the  saloon  is  a  tremendous  evil,  and  furnishes  the 
allurements  for  intemperance,  the  success  or  failure  of  its  temptations 
is  determined  in  no  small  degree  by  the  conditions  created  and  nour¬ 
ished  by  the  Home.  Bad  tenements,  unsocial  living-rooms,  poor  food, 
perverted  tastes,  weak  wills,  and  a  low  moral  tone  in  the  Home  pre¬ 
pare  many  for  the  harvest  of  the  dram-shop,  while  the  opposite  condi¬ 
tions  enable  others  to  pass  its  doors  without  a  thought  of  entering 
them.  A  partial,  though  pretty  wide  inquiry  at  the  proper  sources  has 
already  revealed  an  astonishingly  meagre  provision  by  the  temperance 
and  other  societies  for  enlisting  the  forces  of  the  Home  on  the  right 
side.  The  old  rejected  motto  of  charity  and  poor  relief,  u  For  the 
Home,”  still  does  service  in  temperance,  and  fairly  represents  some 
of  its  earnest  advocates.  Meanwhile,  some  of  the  best  authorities  in 
ethical  and  moral  education  tell  me  that  the  Home  must  inevitably  be¬ 
come  the  best  of  agents  in  the  removal  of  intemperance. 
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The  treatment  of  licentiousness,  not  simply  as  a  terrible  vice  of  in¬ 
dividuals,  but  as  a  corruption  of  the  physical  basis  of  the  Family,  has 
made  substantial  gains  in  the  last  fifteen  years,  though  the  subject  is 
still  far  too  much  neglected.  Some  earnest  and,  upon  the  whole,  com¬ 
mendable  efforts  have  been  made  to  deal  with  this  difficult  subject, 
though  in  some  instances  incompetent  or  injudicious  persons  have  as¬ 
sumed  the  leadership  to  the  hurt  of  a  good  cause. 

CONCLUSION. 

Whatever  of  success  our  League  has  attained  has  been  in  no  small 
degree  due  to  the  fact  that  it  came  into  being  when  the  remarkable 
social  movement  of  the  closing  years  of  this  century  was  beginning, 
and  that  the  League  has  appreciated  its  relation  to  this  movement,  and 
in  turn  received  generous  impulse  and  aid  from  it.  Our  own  indebt¬ 
edness  to  many  co-operating  agencies  is  great,  and  is  thankfully  recog¬ 
nized  ;  for  in  this  general  social  movement  every  instrumentality  or 
force  is  part  of  an  intricate  whole,  where  each  serves  all  the  rest,  and 
is  served  by  them  all. 

Of  our  future  there  is  little  room  now  to  speak.  Clearly  the  work 
is  only  fairly  begun.  The  Family  and  its  incidents  enter  so  deeply 
into  the  whole  social  structure  that  we  cannot  doubt  that  far  more  at¬ 
tention  will  be  given  to  it  in  the  future  than  in  the  past ;  for,  as  Mr. 
Bryce  has  said,  u  One  may  almost  say  that  the  Family  is  the  funda¬ 
mental  and  permanent  problem  of  human  society.”  The  schools  of 
learning  may  soon  need  less  aid  from  us,  for  the  growing  literature  and 
increasing  interest  in  social  science  will  inevitably  take  care  of  the 
Family  as  a  subject  for  scientific  study.  But  all  this  widens  our  use¬ 
fulness  every  year  as  a  means  of  intercommunication  among  all  inter¬ 
ested.  Our  Annual  Reports  and  other  publications  are  everywhere 
sought  by  libraries,  and  much  used  by  students.  Correspondence  is 
growing,  and  a  demand  for  popular  instruction  will  also  increase.  Our 
own  study  should  go  on,  and  these  various  lines  of  activity  must  be 
followed  to  fuller  development. 

It  is  to  be  hoped  that  hereafter  our  annual  receipts  may  be  such 
that  the  necessary  equipment  for  our  work  may  be  furnished,  and 
some  of  the  more  serious  hindrances  of  the  past  thereby  removed. 
We  can  now  reasonably  ask  that  the  only  Society  in  the  country  im¬ 
mediately  devoted  to  the  Family  should  regularly  share  in  the  gifts  of 
the  charitable,  however  urgent  other  calls  for  money  may  be. 

Respectfully  submitted, 

SAMUEL  W.  DIKE. 


January  2lt  1896. 
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Prof.  William  M.  Sloane,  LL.D.,  Princeton,  N.  Y.  10  00 

Hon.  Jonathan  A.  Lane,  Boston .  5  00 

Charles  A.  Peabody,  M.D.,  Worcester  (in  part)  .  5  00 

St.  Paul’s  Church,  New  Haven,  Conn . 10  00 


Received  in  February 


Rev.  F.  N.  Peloubet,  D.D.,  Auburndale  ....  $5  00 

Hon.  Charles  C.  Burr,  Auburndale . 40  00 

Rt.  Rev.  Daniel  S.  Tuttle,  St.  Louis,  Mo .  5  00 

Mrs.  George  H.  Corliss,  Providence,  R.  I.  ...  10  00 

Rev.  L.  T.  Chamberlain,  D.D.,  New  York  ...  25  00 

Mrs.  J.  N.  Mason,  Providence,  R.  1 . 5  00 

E.  W.  Mason,  Providence,  R.  I. .  5  00 

Rev.  Arthur  Lawrence,  D.D.,  Stockbridge  .  .  .  .  25  00 

Rev.  J.  G.  Vose,  D.D.,  Providence,  R.  1 . 10  00 

Rev.  George  U.  Wenner,  D.D.,  New  York  ...  3  00 

J.  N.  Dennison,  Boston . 25  00 

Rev.  T.  W.  Thompson,  Worcester .  5  00 

Prof.  E.  Y.  Hincks,  D.D.,  Andover  .  ....  5  00 

St.  Ann’s  Church,  Brooklyn,  N.  Y .  5  00 

W.  W.  Lockwood,  Detroit,  Mich . 10  00 

St.  Stephen’s  Church,  Providence,  R.  1 . 10  00 

Rt.  Rev.  William  Lawrence,  D.D.,  Cambridge  .  .  20  00 

Rev.  Daniel  Merriman,  D.D.,  Worcester  ....  50  00 

Rev.  Howard  A.  Bridgman,  Boston .  3  00 

Edwin  Ginn,  Winchester . 10  00 


$466  00 


Received  in  March 


$276  OC' 
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April  I .  John  Nicholas  Brown,  Providence,  R.  I . $25  00 

2.  Rt.  Rev.  H.  A.  Neely,  D.D.,  Portland,  Me.  ...  5  00 

3.  Pres.  W.  DeWitt  Hyde,  D.D.,  Brunswick,  Me.  .  .  5  00 

3.  Rev.  A.  Moss  Merwin,  Passadena,  Cal .  5  00 

4.  Prof.  J.  Henry  Thayer,  D.D.,  Cambridge  ....  5  00 

6.  First  Baptist  Church,  Newton  Centre . 10  00 

11.  Christ  Church,  Fitchburg . 1 1  30 

16.  The  Very  Rev.  E.  A.  Hoffman,  D.D.,  New  York  .  25  00 

16.  Miss  Martha  C.  Burgess,  Dedham . 10  00 

16.  Grace  Church,  New  York . 100  00 

18.  W.  H.  Catlin,  Meriden,  Conn .  2  00 

22.  Rev.  C.  F.  Dole,  Jamaica  Plain  .  5  00 


Received  in  April .  $208  30 

May  1.  Rev.  Kingsley  Twining,  D.D.,  Morristown,  N.  J.  .  $5  00 

1.  Hon.  Robert  D.  Benedict,  Brooklyn,  N.Y . 10  00 

3.  Robert  C.  Ogden,  Philadelphia,  Pa . 25  00 

7.  Samuel  Ward  Company,  Boston .  I  00 

8.  Asylum  Hill  Congregational  Church,  Hartford,  Conn.  50  00 

10.  Rev.  N.  Noyes,  Whitman .  1  00 

10.  Rev.  John  W.  Buckham,  Salem .  3  00 

11.  Mrs.  R.  H.  Dana,  Jr.,  Cambridge .  5  00 

16.  Rev.  Francis  Goodwin,  Hartford,  Conn . 20  00 

31.  Hon.  Jeremiah  Halsey,  Norwich,  Conn.  .  .  ,  .  .  5  00 


Received  in  May .  $125  00 

June  I.  Hon.  H.  O.  Houghton,  Cambridge . $10  00 

4.  Rev.  H.  C.  Trumbull,  D.D.,  LL.D., Philadelphia, Pa.  5  00 

5.  Trinity  Church,  Boston . - . 50  00 

10.  Hon.  Samuel  B.  Capen,  Boston . 10  00 

11.  Rev.  Leroy  S.  Bean,  Portland,  Me .  5  00 

14.  George  Ripley,  Andover  .  ...  10  00 

14.  J.  Howard  Nichols,  Newton .  5  00 

15.  Miss  Augusta  Moore,  North  Harpswell,  Me.  ...  20  00 

20.  Joseph  H.  Gray,  Boston  . .  5  00 

20.  Hon.  Edmund  H.  Bennett,  LL.D.,  Boston  ....  10  00 

22.  George  P.  Davis,  Brookline .  5  00 

26.  St.  John’s  Church,  Stamford,  Conn . 10  00 

28.  Mrs.  George  Westinghouse,  Jr.,  Lenox . 100  00 


Received  in  June .  $245  00 

July  8.  Hon.  J.  P.  Bates,  Brookline . $10  00 

10.  Nathan  M osman,  Auburndale .  2  00 

19.  George  B.  Knapp,  Auburndale  (additional)  ....  5  00 

30.  Congregational  Church,  Pawtucket,  R.  1 . 25  00 

30.  Charles  King,  Esq.,  Washington,  D.  C .  5  00 


Received  in  July .  $47  00 

.Sept.  19.  Congregational  Church,  Ware . $9  14 

19.  Rev.  A.  B.  Basset,  Ware .  5  00 
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Sept.  20.  Rev.  Geo.  M.  Steele,  D.D.,  Auburndale  ....  $5  00 

20.  Rev.  William  M.  Grosvenor,  Lenox . 10  00 

23.  “B.  B.,”  New  York . 25  00 

27.  J.  W.  Danielson,  Providence,  R.  1 . 20  00 

29.  Rev.  Herbert  Welch,  Brooklyn,  N.  Y .  5  00 

Received  in  September .  $7 9  14 

Oct.  11.  St.  Agnes’  Church,  New  York . $25  00 

19.  Rev.  George  M.  Adams,  D.D.,  Auburndale  ...  5  00 

19.  Samuel  Johnson,  Boston . 10  00 

21.  Rev.  J.  H.  Dennison,  D.D.,  Williamstown  ...  10  00 

21.  Dr.  Charles  A.  Peabody,  Worcester  (additional)  .  .  10  00 

23.  Rev.  C.  W.  Huntington,  Lowell .  5  00 

24.  Pres.  Franklin  Carter,  LL.D.,  Williamstown  ...  5  00 

24.  Hon.  F.  J.  Kingsbury,  LL.D.,  Waterbury,  Conn.  25  00 
27.  Hon.  Henry  C.  Robinson,  Hartford,  Conn  ....  5  00 


Received  in  October  . .  $100  00 

Nov.  2.  Prof.  John  Phelps  Taylor,  D.D.,  Andover  ....  $5  00 

4.  Rev.  D.  Stuart  Dodge,  New  York . 10  00 

4.  Mrs.  William  E.  Dodge,  Sr.,  New  York . 10  00 

4.  Prof.  G.  B.  D.  Pepper,  D.D.,  Waterville,  Me.  .  .  1  00 

6.  Charles  Dudley  Warner,  Hartford, Conn . 10  00 

7.  St.  John’s  Church,  Providence,  R.  1 . 25  00 

9.  Prof.  Francis  G.  Peabody,  D.D.,  Cambridge  ...  5  00 

9.  Henry  G.  Marquand,  New  York . 10  00 

12.  Hon.  Robert  Treat  Paine,  Boston . 10  00 

12.  Mrs.  Horace  Fairbanks,  St.  Johnsbury,  Vt . 10  00 

13.  E.  R.  Brown,  Dover,  N.  H .  5  00 

14.  Hon.  J.  W.  Washburn,  New  York . 20  00 

14.  Hon.  L.  D.  Brewster,  Danbury,  Conn .  5  00 

21.  Everett  O.  Fisk,  Boston .  5  00 

21.  Rev.  Walker  Glynne,  Summit,  N.  J .  1  00 

22.  “  A  Vermont  lady  ” . 5000 

23.  Rev.  Horace  Dutton,  Auburndale .  5  00 

23.  James  J.  Goodwin,  New  York . 25  00 

25.  Anson  Phelps  Stokes,  New  York . 10  00 

25.  Rev.  T.  T.  Munger,  D.D.,  New  Haven,  Conn.  .  5  00 

29.  Rev.  George  H.  Gould,  D.D.,  Worcester  ....  5  00 

30.  William  B.  Herrick,  Auburndale . 25  00 

31.  First  Church,  Middletown,  Conn . 10  00 


Received  in  November .  $26 7  00 

Dec.  3.  Hon.  Simeon  E.  Baldwin,  LL.D.,  New  Haven, Conn.  $50  00 

3.  Grace  Church,  New  Bedford . 29  34 

5.  Rev.  W.  W.  Atterbury,  D.D.,  New  York  ....  5  00 

7.  Samuel  D.  Warren,  Boston . 15  00 

7.  Thomas  Todd,  Concord .  5  00 

7.  Coolidge  S.  Roberts,  Auburndale . 20  00 

9.  Prof.  Alvah  Hovey,  D.D.,  LL.D.,  Newton  Centre  5  00 
9.  A.  C.  Tenney,  Chelsea .  2  00 
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Dec.  9.  William  Endicott,  Jr.,  Boston . $5  00 

10.  Prof.  George  Harris,  D.D.,  Andover . 10  00 

10.  Rev.  Daniel  L.  Furber,  D.D.,  Newton  Centre  .  .  2  00 

11.  First  Congregational  Church,  Hartford,  Conn.  .  .  .  25  00 

11.  Hon.  Edward  L.  Pickard,  Auburndale . 10  00 

12.  Hon.  R.  H.  Stearns,  Boston . 10  00 

12.  Charles  J.  Bonaparte,  Baltimore,  Md . 10  00 

12.  Hon.  Felix  R.  Brunot,  Allegheny  City,  Pa . 20  00 

14.  Mrs.  J.  S.  Copley  Greene,  Boston . 10  00 

16.  Rev.  E.  E.  Strong,  D.D.,  Auburndale .  3  00 

16.  Rev.  Frederick  B.  Allen,  Boston .  5  00 

16.  Miss  M.  Josephine  Allen,  Boston .  5  00 

16.  Mrs.  Maria  Upham  Drake,  Boston . 10  00 

16.  E.  P.  Dutton,  New  York . 10  00 

20.  Rev.  Morgan  Dix,  D.D.,  D.C.L.,  New  York  ...  25  00 

21.  South  Congregational  Church,  New  Britain,  Conn.  .  10  00 

24.  Park  Congregational  Church,  Norwich,  Conn.  .  .  .  25  00 

26.  Rev.  Calvin  Cutler,  Auburndale .  2  00 

26.  Rev.  Joshua  Coit,  Winchester .  2  00 

30.  Rev.  Francis  E.  Clark,  D.D.,  Auburndale  ....  10  00 

30.  Rev.  C.  H.  Spaulding,  Cambridge . 10  00 

31.  Grace  Church,  Providence,  R.  1 . 25  00 

31.  Grace  Church,  Brooklyn,  N.  Y . 15  00 

31.  St.  Luke’s  Church,  Philadelphia,  Pa . '  .  .  .  25  00 

31.  Rev.  Cecil  F.  P.  Bancroft,  LL.D.,  Andover  ...  5  00 


Received  in  December 


$420  34 


CONSTITUTION 


OF  THE 

National  Divorce  Reform  League 


Article  I.  This  Association  shall  be  called  the  National  Divorce 
Reform  League. 

Art.  II.  Its  object  shall  be  to  promote  an  improvement  in  public  sentiment 
and  legislation  in  the  institution  of  the  Family,  especially  as  affected  by  existing 
evils  relating  to  Marriage  and  Divorce.  It  may  co-operate  with  auxiliary  or  other 
bodies  having  similar  aims  in  such  ways  as  may  be  deemed  expedient. 

Art.  III.  It  shall  consist  of  the  following  persons,  having  power  to  fill  va¬ 
cancies  and  to  add  to  their  number. 

Art.  IV.  The  officers  of  this  Society  shall  be  a  President,  not  more  than  five 
Vice-Presidents,  a  Recording  Secretary,  a  Corresponding  Secretary,  a  Treasurer, 
and  an  Executive  Committee  of  not  more  than  twelve  persons,  of  which  Commit¬ 
tee  the  Corresponding  Secretary  shall  be  a  member,  and  of  which  not  less  than 
three  shall  constitute  a  quorum,  having  the  duties  indicated  in  their  several  offices  ; 
to  be  elected  at  the  Annual  Meeting,  and  to  hold  office  until  their  successors  are 
appointed. 

Art.  V.  The  League  shall  hold  its  Annual  Meeting  on  the  first  Wednes¬ 
day  in  January,  unless  otherwise  directed  by  the  Executive  Committee,  and  at 
such  hour  and  place  as  shall  be  indicated  in  the  call  of  the  Committee. 

Art.  VI.  Amendments  of  this  Constitution,  of  which  due  notice  shall  have 
been  given  in  the  call  of  any  Annual  Meeting,  may  be  adopted  at  such  meeting 
by  the  vote  of  two-thirds  of  the  members  present. 

All  Communications  concerning  the  work  of  the  League  and  its  general 
business  should  be  addressed  to  the  Corresponding  Secretary,  Rev.  Samuel  W. 
Dike,  LL.D.,  Auburndale,  Mass. 

Contributions  should  be  sent  to  the  Treasurer,  William  G.  Benedict, 
Esq.,  610  Atlantic  Avenue,  Boston. 


FORM  OF  BEQUEST. 

I  hereby  give  and  bequeath  to  the  National  Divorce  Reform  League,  a 
Corporation  created  by  the  Laws  of  the  State  of  Connecticut,  or  its  successors  or 

assigns,  the  sum  of . dollars,  the  principal  [or  income,  as 

may  be  desired]  of  which  is  to  be  used  for  the  purposes  for  which  said  Corpora¬ 
tion  was  chartered. 
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